INDEX 


ABANDONMENT OF DEBTOR’S PROPERTY BY TRUSTEE. See 
Bankruptcy Act. 


AIDERS AND ABETTORS AS SUBJECT TO DEATH PENALTY. See 
Constitutional Law, II. 


AID TO FAMILIES WITH DEPENDENT CHILDREN. See Constitu- 
tional Law, X. 


ALL WRITS ACT. See Witnesses. 


ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS’ PERMIT AUTHORITY. See Clean 
Water Act. 


ARRESTS. See Constitutional Law, VII. 

ARSON. See Indictments. 

ARTICLE III JUDGES. See Constitutional Law, IV, 4. 
ASSISTANCE OF COUNSEL. See Constitutional Law, VIII. 
BANK HOLDING COMPANY ACT OF 1956. See also Judgments. 


Definition of “banks”—Federal Reserve Board regulation. —Federal Re- 
serve Board exceeded its statutory authority in adopting a regulation that 
defined “banks” in a manner contrary to §2(c) of Act, which defines a 
“bank” as any institution that “accepts [demand] deposits” and makes 
“commercial loans.” Board of Governors, FRS v. Dimension Financial 
Corp., p. 361. 


BANKRUPTCY ACT. 


Trustee’s abandonment of debtor’s property—State health or safety 
laws —Pre-emption.—A bankruptcy trustee, acting pursuant to § 554(a) of 
Act, may not abandon debtor’s property in contravention of state public 
health or safety laws, such as New Jersey and New York laws under which 
debtor waste oil processor had been ordered to clean up certain contami- 
nated processing sites that its trustee sought to abandon; § 554(a) does not 
pre-empt all state and local laws. Midlantic National Bank v. New Jersey 
Dept. of Environmental Protection, p. 494. 


CALIFORNIA. See Indians. 
CAPITAL PUNISHMENT. See Constitutional Law, II. 
CIGARETTE EXCISE TAXES. See Indians. 
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CITATIONS FOR EMPLOYERS’ VIOLATIONS OF SAFETY STAND- 
ARDS. See Occupational Safety and Health Act. 


CITY ELECTIONS. See Stays. 
CIVIL RIGHTS ACT OF 1871. See Constitutional Law, IV, 5, 6. 
CLEAN WATER ACT. 


Army Corps of Engineers—Permit authority—“Freshwater wet- 
lands.”— Army Corps of Engineers reasonably interpreted Act as requir- 
ing that permits be obtained from Corps before discharging dredged or fill 
materials onto “freshwater wetlands” adjacent to “waters of United 
States,” and a narrow reading of Corps’ regulatory jurisdiction was not 
necessary to avoid a “taking” problem under Fifth Amendment. United 
States v. Riverside Bayview Homes, Inc., p. 121. 


COLLEGES. See Constitutional Law, IV, 1. 


“COMMERCIAL LOANS” BY BANKS. See Bank Holding Company 
Act of 1956. 


CONFESSIONS. See Constitutional Law, VII; VIII, 1; Habeas 
Corpus. 


CONFRONTATION CLAUSE. See Constitutional Law, I. 


CONSTITUTIONAL LAW. See also Clean Water Act; Prisons and 
Prisoners. 


I. Confrontation of Witnesses. 

State’s expert witness —Inability to recall basis for opinion. — Where, at 
respondent’s murder trial resulting in his conviction, (1) State’s expert 
witness testified that in his opinion a hair, which was similar to victim’s 
hair and was found on murder weapon, had been forcibly removed, (2) ex- 
pert testified on both direct examination and cross-examination that he 
could not recall what method he had used in reaching his “forcible removal” 
conclusion, (3) defense’s expert witness testified that State’s expert had 
previously informed him of method used, and (4) defense’s expert then 
challenged premise of such method, admission of opinion of State’s expert 
did not violate respondent’s rights under Confrontation Clause of Sixth 
Amendment despite expert’s inability to recall basis for his opinion. Dela- 
ware v. Fensterer, p. 15. 


II. Cruel and Unusual Punishment. 


Death penalty—Aiders and abettors.—Either jury or state court may 
make factual findings necessary to enforce Eighth Amendment rule that 
death sentence may not be imposed on one who aids and abets a felony dur- 
ing which a murder is committed but does not himself kill, attempt to kill, 
or intend that a killing occur or that lethal force be used; where necessary 
findings were not made in state-court proceedings, federal court, in habeas 
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corpus proceeding, should take steps to require State’s judicial system to 
make such findings in first instance. Cabana v. Bullock, p. 376. 


III. Double Jeopardy. 


1. Conviction of multiple counts—Resentencing.—Where (1) after re- 
spondent was convicted in a Pennsylvania court of multiple counts of theft 
and forgery, he was sentenced to a term of imprisonment on one theft 
count and probation on one forgery count, and sentence was suspended on 
remaining counts, and (2) appellate court held that statute of limitations 
barred prosecution of several theft counts, including that on which re- 
spondent had been sentenced, Pennsylvania Supreme Court erred in hold- 
ing that, on remand, resentencing on remaining counts was barred by Dou- 
ble Jeopardy Clause. Penns '*ania v. Goldhammer, p. 28. 


2. Kidnaping and murder--Separate prosecutions in two States.— 
Where, in connection with his wife’s kidnaping and murder, petitioner 
pleaded guilty to murder in a prosecution in Georgia, where body was 
found, and he was subsequently convicted of murder during a kidnaping in 
a prosecution in Alabama, where kidnaping occurred, under dual sover- 
eignty doctrine Alabama prosecution was not barred by Double Jeopardy 
Clause. Heath v. Alabama, p. 82. 


IV. Due Process. 


1. Enrollment in university program—Student’s dismissal upon failing 


exan-ivation. —Where (1) respondent, after completing 4 years of a 6-year 
medical program at University of Michigan, was dismissed from University 
when he failed a test required for qualifying for final 2 years, and (2) after 
unsuccessfully seeking readmission and an opportunity to retake examina- 
tion, respondent brought federal-court action alleging a right to retake 
examination on ground that his dismissal was arbitrary and capricious in 
violation of his due process rights, record supported finding that there was 
no violation of respondent’s due process rights, even assuming that he had 
a property right in continued enrollment. Regents of University of Michi- 
gan v. Ewing, p. 214. 


2. Exercise of Miranda right to remain silent—Prosecutor’s use as evi- 
dence of sanity.—Where (1) respondent, after receiving Miranda warn- 
ings, exercised his right to remain silent at police interrogations following 
his arrest on state charges, (2) he later pleaded not guilty by reason of 
insanity but was convicted, and (3) in closing argument, prosecutor, over 
defense counsel’s objection, reviewed officer’s testimony as to respondent’s 
refusals to answer questions without first consuiting an attorney, and sug- 
gested that such refusals demonstrated a degree of comprehension that 
was inconsistent with insanity claim, prosecutor’s use of respondent’s 
silence as evidence of sanity violated Due Process Clause. Wainwright 
v. Greenfield, p. 284. 
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3. Failure to declare goods to Customs—Remission of forfeiture.— 
Where (1) Customs seized respondent’s car, purchased out of country, 
when he failed to report it upon entering country, (2) rather than waiting 
to challenge seizure in a judicial forfeiture action that Government might 
institute, he elected to petition for administrative remission of forfeiture of 
car, and (3) Customs did not respond to petition, or set penalty, until 36 
days later, such delay did not deprive him of property without due process. 
United States v. Von Neumann, p. 242. 


4. Federal court of appeals’ rule—Waiver of appellate review.—Due 
Process Clause of Fifth Amendment, Article III of Constitution, and Fed- 
eral Magistrates Act are not violated by a federal court of appeals’ rule con- 
ditioning appeal, when taken from a district court judgment that adopts a 
magistrate’s recommendation, upon timely filing of objections to magis- 
trate’s report with district court identifying issues on which further review 
is desired, at least when rule incorporates notice to litigants and an oppor- 
tunity to seek an extension of time for filing objections; such a rule is a 
valid exercise of court’s supervisory power. Thomas v. Arn, p. 140. 


5. Injury to jail inmate—Official’s negligence.—Due Process Clause is 
not implicated by a state official’s negligent act causing unintended loss of 
or injury to life, liberty, or property; thus, a jail inmate could not recover 
damages in an action under 42 U. S. C. § 1983 against a sheriff’s deputy for 
injuries allegedly sustained when inmate slipped on a pillow negligently 
left on a jail stairway by deputy. Daniels v. Williams, p. 327. 


6. Injury to prison inmate—Officials’ negligence. —Due process protec- 
tions, whether procedural or substantive, are not triggered by prison offi- 
cials’ lack of due care; thus, petitioner state prison inmate could not recover 
damages for personal injuries in an action under 42 U. S. C. § 1983 against 
prison officials for negligently failing to protect him from attack by a fellow 
inmate after he had notified officials of threatened attack. Davidson v. 
Cannon, p. 344. 


7. State’s expert witness —Inability to recall basis for opinion. — Where, 
at respondent’s murder trial resulting in his conviction, (1) State’s expert 
witness testified that in his opinion a hair, which was similar to victim’s 
hair and was found on murder weapon, had been forcibly removed, (2) ex- 
pert testified on both direct examination and cross-examination that he 
could not recall what method he had used in reaching his “forcible removal” 
conclusion, (3) defense’s expert witness testified that State’s expert had 
previously informed h?m of method used, and (4) defense’s expert then 
challenged premise of such method, prosecution’s foreknowledge that its 
expert would be unable to give basis for his opinion did not impose an 
obligation on it, as a matter of due process, to refrain from introducing 
expert’s testimony. Delaware v. Fensterer, p. 15. 
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V. Equal Protection of the Laws. 


Grand jury selection—Racial discrimination.—Where (1) state trial 
court refused to quash respondent’s indictment for alleged systematic 
exclusion of blacks from grand jury that indicted him, (2) he was convicted 
of first-degree murder, and (3) after unsuccessfully pursuing state-court 
relief for next 16 years, he obtained federal habeas corpus relief on basis 
of his equal protection challenge to grand jury, requirement of exhaustion 
of state remedies was satisfied even though District Court required parties 
to present supplemental evidence, where such evidence did not funda- 
mentally alter claim already considered by state courts; rule requiring re- 
versal of conviction was reaffirmed as against contentions that error was 
harmless and that conviction after a fair trial purged any taint attributable 
to grand jury process. Vasquez v. Hillery, p. 254. 


VI. Freedom of Religion. 


Visually handicapped persons — Aid to student at Christian college—Va- 
lidity of state statute.—Extension of aid, under Washington statute for 
vocational rehabilitation assistance to visually handicapped persons, to fi- 
nance petitioner’s training at a private Christian college to become a pas- 
tor, missionary, or youth director, would not advance religion in violation 
of Establishment Clause. Witters v. Washington Dept. of Services for 
Blind, p. 481. 


VII. Privilege Against Self-Incrimination. 


Confessions — Voluntariness. —Admission of petitioner’s confession—on 
theory that, even assuming his arrest was illegal, voluntariness of confes- 
sion was test of admissibility, and he die not claim that confession was not 
voluntary—was improper; a finding of voluntariness of a confession for 
Fifth Amendment purposes is not by itself sufficient to purge taint of an 
illegal arrest, but is merely a threshold requirement for Fourth Amend- 
ment analysis. Lanier v. South Carolina, p. 25. 


VIII. Right to Counsel. 

1. Accused’s incriminating statements—Informant’s use of body wire 
transmitter. —Sixth Amendment right to counsel was violated by admis- 
sion at trial of incriminating statements made by respondent, who had re- 
tained counsel, to his codefendant after indictment and at a meeting of the 
two to plan defense strategy, where, unknown to respondent, codefendant 
was cooperating with police and wore a body wire transmitter to record 
meeting. Maine v. Moulton, p. 159. 


2. Effectiveness of assistance—Plea-bargaining. —In federal habeas cor- 
pus proceedings alleging that petitioner’s plea-bargained guilty plea in a 
state murder and theft prosecution was involuntary because of ineffective 
assistance of counsel who misinformed him that he would be eligible for 
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parole after serving one-third of his prison sentence, whereas under state 
“second offender” law he was required to serve one-half of sentence before 
becoming eligible for parole, District Court properly denied relief without 
a hearing, since petitioner’s allegations did not satisfy “prejudice” require- 
ment for a valid ineffective-assistance claim. Hill v. Lockhart, p. 52. 


IX. Right to Speedy Trial. 


Interlocutory appeals—Dismissal of indictment and reindictment.— 
Where respondents were orginally indicted in 1975 for violations of federal 
law but—because of interlocutory appeals, dismissal of- indictment, and 
reindictment —were not brought to trial until 1988, when District Court 
dismissed second indictment on ground that Sixth Amendment right to a 
speedy trial had been violated, neither time during which original indict- 
ment was dismissed and respondents were free of all liberty restrictions, 
nor delays attributable to particular interlocutory appeals involved, 
weighed towards speedy trial claims, and facts did not warrant dismissal of 
case on such ground. United States v. Loud Hawk, p. 302. 


X. States’ Immunity from Suit. 


AFDC program—State official’s policies. —Where (1) petitioner recipi- 
ents of benefits under Aid to Families With Dependent Children program 
brought federal-court actions against respondent state official for injunc- 
tive, declaratory, and “notice” relief on ground that federal law was vio- 


lated by respondent’s policies of prohibiting deduction of child care cost 
and requiring inclusion of stepparents’ income for purposes of determining 
eligilibity for and amount of benefits, and (2) while actions were pending, 
federal statute was amended to impose same requirements as respond- 
ent’s, Eleventh Amendment precluded “notice” relief, and declaratory 
relief was precluded under principles governing such relief, since there 
was no continuing violation of federal law. Green v. Mansour, p. 64. 


CRIMINAL LAW. See Constitutional Law, I-III; IV, 2, 7; V; VII-IX; 
Habeas Corpus; Indictments; Speedy Trial Act. 


CRUEL AND UNUSUAL PUNISHMENT. See Constitutional Law, II. 


CUSTODIAL INTERROGATIONS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 2; 
Habeas Corpus. 


CUSTOMS’ SEIZURE OF GOODS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 3. 
DEATH PENALTY. See Constitutional Law, II. 
DECLARATORY JUDGMENTS. See Constitutional Law, X. 


“DEMAND DEPOSITS” IN BANKS. See Bank Holding Company Act 
of 1956. 
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DISCIPLINARY PROCEEDINGS AGAINST PRISONERS. See Pris- 
ons and Prisoners. 

DISCRIMINATION BASED ON RACE. See Constitutional Law, V. 


DISCRIMINATION IN GRAND JURY SELECTION. See Constitu- 
tional Law, V. 


DISMISSAL OF ACTIONS. See Mootness. 

DOUBLE JEOPARDY. See Constitutional Law, III. 

DUAL SOVEREIGNTY DOCTRINE. See Constitutional Law, Hi, 2. 
DUE PROCESS. See Constitutional Law, IV. 

EIGHTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, II. 

ELECTIONS. See Stays. 

ELEVENTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, X. 
EMINENT DOMAIN. See Clean Water Act. 


EMPLOYER AND EMPLOYEES. See Occupational Safety and 
Health Act. 


EQUAL PROTECTION OF THE LAWS. See Constitutional Law, V. 
ESTABLISHMENT OF RELIGION. See Constitutional Law, VI. 
EVIDENCE. See Constitutional Law, I; IV, 2, 7; VII; VIII, 1; Habeas 


Corpus. 
EXCISE TAXES. See Indians. 
EXPERT WITNESSES. See Constitutional Law, I; IV, 7. 
FEDERAL MAGISTRATES ACT. See Constitutional Law, IV, 4. 


FEDERAL RESERVE BOARD REGULATION DEFINING 
“BANKS.” See Bank Holding Company Act of 1956. 


FEDERAL RULES OF CRIMINAL PROCEDURE. See Indictments. 


FEDERAL-STATE RELATIONS. See Bankruptcy Act; Constitu- 
tional Law, X; Judgments; Natural Gas Act of 1938. 


FIFTH AMENDMENT. See Clean Water Act; Constitutional Law, 
III; IV, 3, 4; VII. 


FIRST AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, VI. 


FORFEITURE OF GOODS TO CUSTOMS. See Constitutional Law, 
IV, 3. 


FOURTEENTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, IV, 1, 2, 
5-7; V. 


FOURTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, VII. 
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FREEDOM OF RELIGION. See Constitutional Law, VI. 
FULL FAITH AND CREDIT ACT. See Judgments. 
GAS REGULATIONS. See Natural Gas Act of 1938. 
GRAND JURY SELECTION. See Constitutional Law, V. 


HABEAS CORPUS. See also Constitutional Law, II; V. 


Confession—Voluntariness —Question of fact.—Voluntariness of a con- 
fession is not an issue of fact entitled to 28 U. S. C. §2254(d)’s presump- 
tion, in federal habeas corpus proceedings, of correctness of state-court 
findings of fact, but is a legal question meriting independent consideration 
in federal proceeding. Miller v. Fenton, p. 104. 


HABEAS CORPUS AD TESTIFICANDUM. See Witnesses. 
HANDICAPPED PERSONS. See Constitutional Law, VI. 


IMMUNITY OF PRISON OFFICIALS FROM LIABILITY. See Pris- 
ons and Prisoners. 


IMMUNITY OF STATES FROM SUIT. See Constitutional Law, X. 


INDIANS. 


State cigarette excise tax—Tribe’s sales to non-Indians.— Respondent 
Indian Tribe could properly be required to collect and remit California’s 
cigarette excise tax with regard to Tribe’s sale of cigarettes to non-Indians 
on reservation in California, since tax statute placed legal incidence of tax 


on such non-Indian purchasers. California State Bd. of Equalization v. 
Chemehuevi Indian Tribe, p. 9. 


INDICTMENTS. See also Constitutional Law, IX; Speedy Trial Act. 


Misjoinder of counts—Harmless error.—Where (1) a father and his 
son were indicted for mail fraud in connection with insurance claims that 
were paid for fire damage to a restaurant and to a duplex that father had 
hired an arsonist to burn, (2) one count charged father only with mail fraud 
concerning restaurant fire, (3) other counts charged both with mail fraud 
concerning duplex fire and conspiracy to commit mail fraud in connection 
with a third arson scheme, and (4) jury returned convictions on all counts 
after being instructed not to consider evidence as to restaurant fire against 
son, claimed misjoinder of counts under Federal Rule of Criminal Proce- 
dure 8(b) was subject to harmless-error analysis and was harmless in view 
of overwhelming evidence of guilt as to all counts and jury instruction. 
United States v. Lane, p. 438. 


INFORMANT’S USE OF BODY WIRE TRANSMITTER AT MEET- 
ING WITH ACCUSED. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 1. 


INSANITY AS CRIMINAL DEFENSE. See Constitutional Law, IV, 
2. 
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INTERLOCUTORY APPEALS AS AFFECTING SPEEDY TRIAL 
RIGHTS. See Constitutional Law, IX. 


JAILERS’ LIABILITY TO INMATES FOR NEGLIGENCE. See Con- 
stitutional Law, IV, 5, 6. 

JOINDER OF COUNTS IN INDICTMENTS. See Indictments. 

JUDGES. See Constitutional Law, IV, 4. 

JUDGMENTS. 

Res judicata—Effect of state-court judgment in federal court—Full 
Faith and Credit Act.—Where (1) it was alleged in Alabama court that 
respondent bank had fraudulently induced petitioner individuals to permit 
a third party to take control and ultimate ownership of petitioner corpora- 
tions’ subsidiary, (2) after subsidiary was adjudicated an involuntary bank- 
rupt, petitioners sued bank in Federal District Court, alleging that bank’s 
same conduct violated Bank Holding Company Act amendments, (3) Dis- 
trict Court entered judgment for bank and Court of Appeals affirmed, (4) 
state court denied respondents’ res judicata defense based on federal judg- 
ment, and jury returned a damages verdict for petitioners, and (5) District 
Court then enjoined petitioners from further prosecuting state action since 
state-law claims should have been raised in federal action, Court of Ap- 
peals, in affirming District Court’s injunction on res judicata grounds, 
erred by refusing to consider possible preclusive effect, under Alabama 
law, of state-court judgment rejecting res judicata claim; Full Faith and 
Credit Act required federai courts to give state court’s resolution of res 
judicata issue same preclusive effect it would have had in another Alabama 
court. Parsons Steel, Inc. v. First Alabama Bank, p. 518. 


JUST COMPENSATION CLAUSE. See Clean Water Act. 
MAGISTRATES. See Constitutional Law, IV, 4. 

MAIL FRAUD. See Indictments. 

MEDICAL STUDENTS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 1. 
MIRANDA WARNINGS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 2. 
MISJOINDER OF COUNTS IN INDICTMENTS. See Indictments. 
MISSISSIPPI. See Natural Gas Act of 1938. 


MOOTNESS. 


Settlement of action.—Parties’ motion requesting decision of questions 
presented in petition for certiorari despite settlement of underlying causes 
of action was denied, Court of Appeals’ judgment was vacated, and case 
was remanded for dismissal of cause as moot. Lake Coal Co. v. Roberts & 
Schaefer Co., p. 120. 


MUNICIPAL ELECTIONS. See Stays. 
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NATURAL GAS ACT OF 1938. 

Purchasers from gas pools—State regulation—Pre-emption.—Missis- 
sippi Oil and Gas Board’s rule requiring gas purchasers to buy gas from 
producers’ common gas pools without discrimination in favor of one pro- 
ducer against another was pre-empted by Natural Gas Act and by Natural 
Gas Policy Act of 1978. Transcontinental Gas Pipe Line Corp. v. State Oil 
and Gas Bd. of Miss., p. 409. 


NATURAL GAS POLICY ACT OF 1978. See Natural Gas Act of 1938. 
NEW JERSEY. See Bankruptcy Act. 
NEW YORK. See Bankruptcy Act. 


OCCUPATIONAL SAFETY AND HEALTH ACT. 

Secretary of Labor— Withdrawal of citation to employer— Review. —Sec- 
retary of Labor has unreviewable discretion under Act to withdraw a cita- 
tion charging an employer with violating Act, and Occupational Safety and 
Health Review Commission has no authority to overturn Secretary’s deci- 
sion not to issue or to withdraw a citation. Cuyahoga Valley R. Co. v. 
Transportation Union, p. 3. 


OIL WASTES. See Bankruptcy Act. 

PAROLE. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 2. 

PLEA BARGAINING. See Constitutional Law, VIII, 2. 

POLICE INFORMANT’S USE OF BODY WIRE TRANSMITTER AT 


MEETING WITH ACCUSED. See Constitutional Law. 


POLICE INTERROGATIONS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 2; VIII, 1; 
Habeas Corpus. 


POLLUTION. See Bankruptcy Act; Clean Water Act. 


PRE-EMPTION OF STATE LAW BY FEDERAL LAW. See Bank- 
ruptcy Act; Natural Gas Act of 1938. 


PRISONS AND PRISONERS. See also Constitutional Law, IV, 5, 6; 
Witnesses. 

Disciplinary proceedings against prisoners—Officials’ immunity from 
liability.—In respondent federal prisoners’ federal-court action against 
petitioner prison officials, alleging violation of respondents’ constitutional 
rights and seeking declaratory and injunctive relief and damages, which 
action arose from petitioners’ handling of disciplinary proceedings against 
respondents, petitioners were entitled to only limited, not absolute, immu- 
nity from liability. Cleavinger v. Saxner, p. 193. 


PRIVILEGE AGAINST SELF-INCRIMINATION. See Constitutional 
Law, VII. 
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PROSECUTOR’S MISCONDUCT. See Constitutional Law, IV, 2. 
RACIAL DISCRIMINATION. See Constitutional Law, V. 


REHABILITATION OF VISUALLY HANDICAPPED PERSONS. 
See Constitutional Law, VI. 


RELIGIOUS FREEDOM. See Constitutional Law, VI. 
RELIGIOUS SCHOOLS. See Constitutional Law, VI. 


REMISSION OF FORFEITURE OF GOODS TO CUSTOMS. See 
Constitutional Law, IV, 3. 


RESENTENCING AS VIOLATING DOUBT * JEOPARDY CLAUSE. 
See Constitutional Law, III, 1. 


RES JUDICATA. See Judgments. 

RIGHT TO COUNSEL. See Constitutional Law, VIII. 

RIGHT TO REMAIN SILENT. See Constitutional Law, IV, 2. 
RIGHT TO SPEEDY TRIAL. See Constitutional Law, IX. 
SAFETY STANDARDS. See Occupational Safety and Health Act. 
SEARCHES AND SEIZURES. See Constitutional Law, VII. 


SECRETARY OF LABOR’S CITATIONS TO EMPLOYERS. See 
Occupational Safety and Health Act. 


SEIZURE OF GOODS BY CUSTOMS. See Constitutional Law, IV, 3. 


SELECTION OF GRAND JURY. See Constitutional Law, V. 
SELF-INCRIMINATION. See Constitutional Law, VII. 
SETTLEMENT OF ACTIONS. See Mootness. 

SIXTH AMENDMENT. See Constitutional Law, I; VIII; IX. 
SPEEDY TRIAL ACT. 

Trial-preparation period—Superseding indictment.—Act’s provisions 
stating that a trial shall not commence less than 30 days from date on which 
defendant first appears through counsel does not require that 30-day 
preparation period be restarted upon filing of a superseding indictment, 
where defendant appeared through counsel at arraignment on original in- 
dictment, which was corrected by superseding indictment merely with re- 


gard to date of defendant’s previous conviction of another offense. United 
States v. Rojas-Contreras, p. 231. 


SPEEDY TRIAL CLAUSE. See Constitutional Law, IX. 
STATE CIGARETTE EXCISE TAXES. See Indians. 


STATE-COURT JUDGMENT’S EFFECT IN FEDERAL COURT. See 
Judgments. 
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STATE OFFICIALS’ LIABILITY FOR NEGLIGENCE. See Con- 
stitutional Law, IV, 5, 6. 


STATES’ IMMUNITY FROM SUIT. See Constitutional Law, X. 


STAYS. 

Election of City Councilmen.—Application to stay Hawaii Supreme 
Court’s judgment construing a city’s charter provision as preventing appli- 
cant Councilmen, who had been recalled from their offices in an election, 
from appearing on ballot in a special election to fill vacancies caused by 
their recall, is denied. Republican Party of Hawaii v. Mink (REHNQUIST, 
J., in chambers), p. 1301. 

STUDENT’S DISMISSAL FROM UNIVERSITY. See Constitutional 
Law, IV, 1. 
SUPERSEDING INDICTMENTS. See Speedy Trial Act. 


SUPREME COURT. 

1. Notation of the death of Justice Stewart (retired), p. XXv. 

2. Proceedings in commemoration of 50th anniversary of Court Building, 
p. V. 

3. Presentation of Solicitor General, p. XXIII. 

4. Appointment of James E. Macklin, Jr., as Deputy Director of Admin- 
istrative Office of United States Courts, p. 891. 


TAKING OF PROPERTY FOR PUBLIC USE. See Clean Water Act. 


TAXES. See Indians. 


TRIAL-PREPARATION PERIOD. See Speedy Trial Act. 


TRUSTEE’S ABANDONMENT OF DEBTOR’S PROPERTY. See 
Bankruptcy Act. 


UNITED STATES MARSHALS SERVICE’S DUTY TO TRANSPORT 
PRISONER-WITNESSES. See Witnesses. 


UNIVERSITIES. See Constitutional Law, IV, 1. 


VISUALLY HANDICAPPED PERSONS. See Constitutional Law, 
VI. 


VOCATIONAL REHABILITATION OF VISUALLY HANDICAPPED 
PERSONS. See Constitutional Law, VI. 


VOLUNTARINESS OF CONFESSIONS. See Constitutional Law, 
VII; Habeas Corpus. 


WAIVER OF APPELLATE REVIEW. See Constitutional Law, IV, 4. 
WASHINGTON. See Constitutional Law, VI. 
WASTE OIL. See Bankruptcy Act. 
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WATERS. See Clean Water Act. 
WETLANDS. See Clean Water Act. 


WITNESSES. See also Constitutional Law, I; IV, 7. 


Federal-court action—State prisoners as witnesses—Transportation by 
U. S. Marshals Service.—Where (1) a state prisoner brought a federal- 
court action under 42 U. S. C. § 1983 against various county officials, alleg- 
ing that they had beaten and harassed him, and (2) a Federal Magistrate 
issued writs of habeas corpus ad testificandum directing United States 
Marshals Service to transport state prisoner-witnesses from county jail to 
federal courthouse, there was no authority under federal statutes, includ- 
ing All Writs Act and habeas corpus statutes, for ordering such transporta- 
tion by Marshals Service. Pennsylvania Bureau of Correction v. U. S. 
Marshals Service, p. 34. 


WORDS AND PHRASES. 


1. “Bank.” §2(c), Bank Holding Company Act of 1956, 12 U.S. C. 
§1841(c). Board of Governors, FRS v. Dimension Financial Corp., p. 361. 


2. “Commercial loans.” §2(c), Bank Holding Company Act of 1956, 12 
U.S. C. §1841(c). Board of Governors, FRS v. Dimension Financial 
Corp., p. 361. 





